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ABSTRACT

The joint design of the future force has been, and continues to be, a significant challenge for
Defence. This paper presents a review of the Australian joint approach to the planning and
conduct of operations, the management of the current ADF, and the design and building of
the future force. And along the way we make a number of suggestions for enhancing joint
force design, most notably, that it is necessary to establish an effective, permanent and well-
resourced joint force design team to ensure that improvement is achieved throughout the
force design process. Furthermore, force design improvement requires a Defence joint force
design culture, where the focus is on decision-making through a joint and integrated lens.
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Australia’s Joint Approach

Executive Summary

The purpose of this paper is to review the evolution of the Australian joint approach to inform the
ongoing development of joint within the Australian Defence Organisation.

The ADF’s joint approach to operations began in the 1960s with a joint national commander in
Vietnam and culminated with establishing Headquarters Joint Operations Command (HQJOC) at
Bungendore in 2008, commanded by a three-star Chief of Joint Operations (CJOPS). In managing
the ADF’s preparedness for operations, Australia has also adopted an increasingly joint approach,
beginning with the Kangaroo exercises in the 1970s, the establishment of the three-star position of
Vice Chief of Defence Force (VCDF) in the 1980s and has continued with VCDF's recent
designation as Joint Capability Authority (JCA). Australia’s joint approach has also extended to
designing and building the future ADF with the establishment of Development Division in 1990
through to appointment of a three-star Chief of Capability Development Group (CCDG) in 2004.
The paper addresses Australia’s joint development under these three headings, namely:
operations, management of the current force, and designing and building the future force.

In April 2015, the Government announced its endorsement of the report of its First Principles
Review (FPR) which enhances a joint approach by strengthening the roles of CDF and VCDF, and
establishing a two star Head Force Design (HFD). But VCDF will face a challenge in taking over
key roles of CCDG, abolished as a result of the review.

Australia’s current joint approach can be summarised as follows. All operations are planned and
conducted by CDF, CJOPS and other joint commanders, supported by joint staff. Service combat
capabilities are integrated as a joint force to provide the best coordinated effects into the sea, land
and air environments. These combat elements are supported by enablers from all Services and by
joint enablers, both of which often include significant numbers of Defence civilians. Current
Defence capability is managed by the Services, with some enablers managed by joint or integrated
civilian-military groups. VCDF (as JCA) oversees these arrangements to ensure preparedness of
the ADF as an integrated, joint force. VCDF also oversees the joint design and development of the
future ADF, but again with significant involvement of Defence civilians. Australia’s joint
approach is linked to an integrated civilian-military Defence Organisation.

Our principal suggestions for improvement are:

1. Current de-facto strategic joint staff arrangements should be formalised, reporting to VCDFE,
with HFD as J8 and Head Joint Capability Integration (HJCI) as J5.

2. VCDF, supported by JCI Division, should give priority to Defence enterprise preparedness
and integration; HJCI's responsibility for capability coordination of specific joint capabilities
should be given to other commanders, including CJOPS, who could be designated as a joint
Capability Manager.

3. Defence should give priority to implementing a joint professional military education (JPME)
program and to the use of joint collective training to evaluate joint doctrine.
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4. Joint force design activities should be conducted on a continuous basis, making better use of
concepts, experimentation and capability analysis. These activities should be led by VCDF,
assisted by HFD and a permanent joint force design team.

5. Force design team members (both civilian and military) will need appropriate competencies
developed through the JPME. The team should be supported by a stronger joint force design
culture as part of the Pathway to Change reform, where the prime decision-making lens is
based on joint and integrated considerations.

Since the First Principles Review has such relevance to this paper we have included a foreword
discussing it.
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Foreword: The First Principles Review

During the final stages of this paper’s preparation Defence released the report of the First
Principles Review (FPR) on 1 April 2015.1 Large sections of the report are relevant to this paper,
particularly the sections on a strong strategic centre, capability development and the enablers. As
a result publishing our paper as soon as possible after the release of the FPR could be a
contribution to Defence’s efforts to implement the FPR recommendations. We therefore reviewed
the FPR and its implications for the next steps in Australia’s joint approach, and have
incorporated our findings in this forward.

The report recommends transformational change to the way Defence does business so it can
operate as one integrated system to deliver its outcome more effectively and efficiently in a “One
Defence approach”.2 The Government agreed or agreed in-principle to 75 of the 76
recommendations,® with implementation to commence immediately and with changes in place
within two years (recommendation 6).

The proposal to introduce legislation to recognise the authority of CDF and VCDF and remove
the statutory authority of the Service Chiefs (rec 1.8) represents a most significant next step in the
building a joint ADF, which is then better able to integrate with the civilian component of
Defence. Clarifying the accountabilities of CDF and the Secretary (rec 1.4) will aid the
organisation in delineating the joint functions (such as force structure and preparedness) which
support CDF.

The decision to retain CJOPS as a three-star position is a positive outcome for ensuring a
continued focus on joint operations, the first key joint Defence function, for all the reasons that we
outline in our paper. But the report does recommend that Defence examine headquarters
functions to achieve more effective and efficient arrangements (rec 5.5). This is an opportunity for
CDF to initiate his proposed evolution of the strategic level ADF headquarters command and
control architecture, including consideration of our suggestion of formalising the strategic J staff
system for the support of operations.

In relation to the second joint function, managing the current force, the FPR report confirms
VCDF’s role in managing joint military enabling services (rec 3.13) and VCDF’s role as the
integrator of the future force and joint capabilities (rec 1.6). It recommends strengthening the
latter role by including the right to stop projects until joint force integration is proven (rec 1.17).

The FPR report also makes significant recommendations in relation to the third joint function,
designing and building the future force, in particular the establishment of a two-star Head Force
Design (HFD) to lead a permanent joint force design team* (as recommended in our paper). But
once the decision was made to strengthen contestability for the capability development by
moving one of CDG'’s two divisions under the new DEPSEC Policy and Intelligence (rec 1.10),
CDG was no longer sustainable as a group.

Dealing with the disbandment of CDG (rec 2.1) will involve significant challenges for Defence
and for VCDF in particular, because VCDF inherits key roles of CCDG, including force design,
integration and requirements development of some joint projects. The joint approach to designing

; First Principles Review, Creating One Defence, released on 1 April 2015.

Ibid, p 17.
® The one recommendation not agreed was the Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO) becoming part of the
new Capability Acquisition and Sustainment Group. Four recommendations relating to cost issues and to disposal of the
Defence estate were agreed in-principle. Message from the Secretary and CDF to All Staff, 1 April 2015.

* First Principles Review, pp 27-28.
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and building the future force began by establishing the joint Development Division in 1990, when
the Services’ requirements staff were centralised in this organisation. CDG was the final stage of a
25 year joint approach to requirements which the FPR notes has “improved elements of the
capability development process”.5 With FPR most of these requirements staff return to the
Services. So there is a risk that aspects of the ineffective pre-1990 approach might re-emerge. But
the new joint force design and integration arrangements for VCDF should mitigate this risk, if
they are properly resourced and implemented using the lessons of CDG’s experience.

The transfer of many of CCDG's roles to VCDF, together with the additional role of the review of
Defence’s other major investments in the key enablers of the estate and information and
communications technology,® will allow a more comprehensive approach to designing the future
force. As well, VCDF’s ability to undertake effective design of the future force will be enhanced
by the new permanent force design team. This joint team will make regular and so more effective
contributions to force design by developing military strategy,” by contributing to the regular
review of the capital program (rec 1.18) (again proposals of our paper) and by contributing to the
more formal gate for entry into the investment portfolio (rec 2.9), a recommendation we believe
will be very useful.

The report acknowledges VCDF’s greater role in force design and as chair of the new Investment
Committee represents an increase in workload.® To address this concern the report proposes a
VCDF Group structure including a greater role for COMD ADC with responsibility for joint
enablers, including logistics policy,® Joint Health Command, Cadets, Reserves, and the Australian
Civil Military Centre (rec 1.15 and Diagram 6).

The report describes this suggestion as “a possible option” with CDF and VCDF to decide the
specific structure.1® We believe that resolution of VCDF Group's structure should be part of CDF’s
review of the strategic level ADF headquarters. Two options worthy of consideration are the
transfer of some enabling functions to CJOPS as suggested in our paper and/or a more limited
expansion of COMD ADC's role to include only the training related functions of Reserves, Cadets
and the Australian Civil Military Centre. Such an arrangement would ensure COMD ADC retains
focus on training and doctrine as the strategic J7 and is able to undertake the difficult, but key
task of implementing the JPME.

But other than this issue, we believe that the FPR report’s proposed structure for VCDF group
provides the basis for VCDF to have effective staff support for his responsibilities for the three
joint functions with:

e Head Military Strategic Commitments responsible for the strategic direction of operations
as the strategic J3;

e Head Force Design responsible for designing the future force and for coordinating
capability requirements as the strategic J8; and

e Head Joint Capability Integration (HJCI, previously HJCC) responsible for the joint
aspects of managing the current force including integration and preparedness.

® Ibid, p 32.

® First Principles Review, pp 24 and 27.

7 Ibid p 23.

8 Ibid p 28.

® Ibid p 35. The supply chain and delivery components from Joint Logistics Command, currently part of VCDF Group are
transferred to the new Capability Acquisition and Sustainment Group which will replace the disbanded DMO.

1% |bid p 28.
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We also suggest that HJCI might be VCDF’s link to civilian integration, enterprise planning
functions and ICT responsibilities of the Associate Secretary (rec: 1.6, 1.17 and 3.4 respectively), in
short HJCI would be the strategic J5.

Finally we note the FPR recommendation that Defence creates a culture where corporate
behaviour is valued and rewarded (rec 4.7), which we believe is an essential prerequisite for
taking the next steps in Australia’s joint approach.
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1. Introduction

In recent years the Australian Defence Force (ADF) has been busy conducting a wide
range of operations. All of these operations have been joint, involving the participation of
at least two Services, the simplest Australian Defence definition of joint.!? The modern
ADF approach to joint operations can be traced back to the establishment of a joint
national commander based in Saigon during the Vietnam War in the 1960s. Subsequent
development over nearly fifty years has culminated in the re-location of Headquarters
Joint Operations Command (HQJOC) into a purpose designed building at Bungendore in
2008, commanded by a three-star Chief of Joint Operations (CJOPS).

Australia’s joint approach extends well beyond operations. In preparing the ADF for
operations, in sustaining it on those operations and in managing the force in peacetime,
Australia has adopted an increasingly joint approach. This approach began with the major
joint Kangaroo exercises in the 1970s, the establishment of the three-star position of Vice
Chief of Defence Force (VCDF) in the 1980s and has continued through the Defence
Reform Program (DRP) in the 1990s and the Strategic Reform Program (SRP) in 2009 to the
recently released First Principles Review (FPR).122 These two key joint functions,
operations and preparing the current force-in-being, are now listed as the two joint
outputs of Defence in its 2013-14 annual report.’* Equally importantly Australia’s joint
approach has also extended to designing and building the future ADF with the
establishment of a joint Development Division in 1990 through to appointment of a three-
star Chief of Capability Development Group (CCDG) in 2004. This third joint function is
particularly important as it is the means by which the Chief of Defence Force (CDF)
ensures the development of an effective future force and it is the function which expends
the largest component of Defence’s discretionary funds. And it is in the area of force
design and development that implementation of the FPR will deliver the significant
changes for Defence’s joint approach, most notably through the establishment of a
permanent joint force design team under VCDF and through the transfer of the force
design, integration and joint project requirements roles of CCDG to VCDF, with the
disbandment of Capability Development Group (CDG) and the abolition CCDG’s position.

Australia’s defence situation is changing. By early 2014 Defence had seen some reduction
in operational tempo compared with previous years, with the consequent need to
understand and apply the lessons of those operations. But recent commitments to Iraq
indicate that the ADF needs to remain prepared to undertake a variety of joint operations
in the future. In managing the current force, Defence faces significant challenges in
funding. The Abbott Government’s FPR of the Defence Department has addressed this, at
least in part, and the 2016 Defence white paper is likely to provide further guidance.’* The
FPR’s emphasis on “One Defence” and a “Strong Strategic Centre”15 makes it clear that a
continuing joint approach within Defence is key to meeting these challenges. Australia has

M This paper uses the Australian Defence Glossary’s definition of joint namely “activities, operations and organisations in
which elements of at least two Services participate”.

12 First Principles Review, Creating One Defence, released on 1 April 2015.

'3 Defence Annual Report 2013-14, Volume 1, 24 October 2014, p 10.

“ The Coalition’s Policy for Stronger Defence, September 2013, p6.

'3 First Principles Review, pp 17 and 21.
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used joint approaches in the past to address these sorts of challenges, so it should be able
to do so again. Therefore the purpose of this paper is to review Defence’s joint approach
up until now so that we might suggest some next steps for the future.

The authors work in the Joint and Operations Analysis Division in the Defence Science
and Technology Group (DST Group)'¢. Within that division our particular focus is on
assisting Defence clients in grappling with the difficult joint problems we now face
particularly in designing the future force. But designing the future force is at least in part
dependent on a thorough understanding of current issues both operational and
administrative, as well as understanding the past. The paper therefore considers the three
aspects of joint mentioned above, namely: the planning and conduct of operations; the
management of the current force; and the designing and building of the future force. This
paper was in the final stages of preparation when the FPR report was released, and while
the authors have revised some parts of the paper’s text and recommendations in light of
the FPR, the document is by no way a comprehensive review of the FPR.

David Horner has already produced an excellent history, Making of the Australian Defence
Force,7 which presents the story of the ADF up until 2001. Our work draws on this book
and a range of other sources, including interviews with a number of serving and retired
officers.

The first section of the paper discusses the planning and conduct of operations, the initial
driver of a joint approach. In particular it addresses the organisational changes that
Defence has implemented to allow the development of a joint command and control
structure for operations, a key component of Australia’s joint approach.

2. Planning and Conduct of Operations

Australia’s first joint military operation occurred in late 1914 with a minor action to
capture German New Guinea with a naval and military force. During World War II the
role of the Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) in supporting the other two Services and the
need for regular amphibious operations led to a general acceptance that joint cooperation
between the Services was required. After the war this resulted in minor efforts to maintain
that cooperation with the establishment of the School of Land Air Warfare in 1947 at
Laverton and the Australian Joint Anti-Submarine School (AJASS) at Nowra in 1951.18 But
as Horner notes in a more extensive history of joint command up until 2007, there was no
Australian joint command structure until 1966. In that year Commander Australian Force
Vietham (COMAFV) was established as national commander responsible for
administration of the Australian forces directly to the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC)
through its Chairman, General Sir John Wilton.l But other than this national joint
command arrangement, Australian forces in Vietnam operated largely under US single

'8 In July 2015, the Defence Science and Technology Organisation was re-named the Defence Science and Technology
Group.

7 David Horner, Making of the Australian Defence Force, 2001.

** Ibid, pp 282-3.

'® The Higher Command Structure for Joint ADF Operations, David Horner, Chapter 10 in History as Policy: Framing the
Debate on the Future of Australia’s Defence Policy, Ron Huisken, Meredith Thatcher (editors), ANU E Press, 2007, p 146.
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Service tactical command arrangements; although the RAAF did provide air transport
support to the Army.

In a largely unrecognised early aspect of Australian joint operational arrangements,
Australia was involved in ANZUK Force from 1971-1973, established after the withdrawal
of the majority of the UK forces ‘east of Suez’ in the early 1970s. The headquarters of
ANZUK was both combined and joint, commanding assigned forces from the three
Services of the UK, Australia and New Zealand. Owing to its short life, ANZUK offered
some limited opportunities in working in a joint command environment and employing
joint doctrine and procedures.2

With the withdrawal of forces from Vietnam and from the rest of South East Asia in 1972-
73, Australian Defence commenced a long period of peace which allowed the newly
formed single Department of Defence (in 1974) and the newly established ADF (in 1976) to
move forward with a joint approach in an evolutionary manner. In the 1970s the early
Kangaroo exercises brought together the three Services to conduct large training exercises
in a joint setting. These exercises were supported by joint doctrine in the Joint Staff
Publications, JSP (AS). For example, JSP (AS) 8, Procedures for Joint Command and Control,
outlined the organisation and manning for a Joint Force Headquarters.2! Nevertheless it
was not until the 1980s that the significant change commenced. In the following
paragraphs we examine these changes at the three levels of conflict - strategic, operational
and tactical.

2.1 Strategic Level

Australian military doctrine defines the strategic level of conflict as involving “the overall
direction of national and military effort”. It divides this level into national and military
strategic components and defines the latter as “the military planning and general direction
of the conflict; setting the desired military end state and the broad military approach to
achieving that end state”.22

At the centre of Australia’s approach to joint command of operations at the strategic level
is the CDF, supported and advised by the Chiefs of Navy, Army and Air Force. One of
Australia’s first joint institutions was the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC), which initially
included the three Service Chiefs with one of them nominated as its Chairman. During
World War II COSC exercised strategic command at the national level, assisted by a war
room and intelligence centre located in Melbourne.?? The COSC Chairman became an
independent position in 1958, was renamed Chief of Defence Force Staff (CDFS) with the
formation of the ADF in 1976 and was given its current name of CDF in 1984.

Also in 1984 to better support CDF, Headquarters Australian Defence Force (HQADF) was
established, based on the joint staff that had initially been established in the late 1960s.
And in 1986 the first joint three-star position (VCDF) was established to command

% private communication with Jeff Malone, a DST Group analyst, 30 March 2015.

2 30int Command and Control, also known as Procedures for Joint Command and Control, was published jointly by the Flag
Officer Commanding HMA Fleet, GOC Field Force Command, and Air Officer Commanding Operational Command. It was
approved some time between 1974 and 1976.

% ADDP-D, Foundations of Australian Military Doctrine, 2012, para 2.12.

% Horner 2007, p 145.
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HQADEF. By the mid-1990s HQADF had expanded into a substantial organisation with
seven two-star officers. Together with a two-star military Director Defence Intelligence
Organisation (DDIO) and a two-star head of logistics in the Acquisition and Logistics
organisation, HQADF provided CDF with support across all the joint (J) staff functions.2*
In 1997, as a result of the Defence Efficiency Review (DER) and its implementation
through DRP, Defence combined HQADF and the strategic elements of its civilian
structure to form an integrated civil-military organisation at the strategic level, Australian
Defence Headquarters (ADHQ). In addition to the three Services, the remainder of
Defence was re-structured into eight enabling programs. In relation to VCDF, the DER
noted that there were several areas of duplication in the staffs of VCDF and the Deputy
Secretary Strategy and Intelligence (DEPSEC S&l), and it recommended a split of
responsibilities between the two. It then somewhat confused matters by recommending
VCDF and DEPSEC S&I also be joint leaders of ADHQ.? As a result VCDF's
responsibilities were blurred as the joint head of ADHQ and were limited, without formal
control over any enabling programs.

Further developments in the next decade changed VCDF’s role again. In July 1999 VCDF
gained full control of capability development but lost any role in the oversight of
operations, a situation which remained the case during the deployment to East Timor in
late 1999. Prior to the next major operation, the invasion of Iraq, VCDF’s operational role
was restored in 2003. Then in 2004 VCDF was appointed the first CJOPS but lost
responsibility for capability development when the second joint three-star position
(CCDG) was established. In 2007, with the establishment of a separate CJOPS as a third
joint three-star position to command at the operational level, VCDF retained his strategic
role in operations and regained other strategic responsibilities. By 2009 these
responsibilities included education and training, logistics, and reserves. And finally VCDF
was given a new role in joint capability coordination. The 2015 FPR will result in greater
authority being conferred on VCDEF,% together with even more responsibilities, most
notably in the area of designing the future force.?”

Operational experience since 1999 confirmed the need for a joint three-star officer (VCDF)
at the strategic level to assist CDF in the strategic command of operations, and, to do that,
he needed the support of staff across the ] functions. But the integrated military-civilian
nature of Defence at the strategic level also suggests that, for peacetime functions, some of
these officers contribute most effectively in integrated civilian-military enabling Groups.
While this approach seems workable at present, this current de-facto J system has not been
formally promulgated, other than by references in doctrine to individual two-stars, such as
the J4 or J6, as having that role. Informal arrangements for strategic command and control
are not ideal.

Air Chief Marshal Mark Binskin (in his first CDF Order of the Day) set as one of his
priorities to “evolve the strategic level ADF headquarters command and control

 Defence Annual Report 1995/96 pp47-52. The Joint Staff functions include: JO — executive, J1 — personnel, J2 —
intelligence, J3 operations, J4 — logistics, J5 — plans, J6 — communications, J7 — training and J8 — development.

% Future Directions for the Management of Australia’s Defence, Report of the Defence Efficiency Review, 10 March 1997,
gDER 97) pp 12 and 21.

® First Principles Review, Recommendation 1.8..

7 |bid, pp 27-28.
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architecture ... to support successful joint operations.”? Our analysis involving
consultation with a number of senior officers indicates that a more formal strategic J staff
function could be appropriate for Defence. So one step in the evolution sought by the new
CDF might be to formally define this de-facto J system for support to operations and
promulgate it to provide clarity to Defence. The US military uses a strategic ] staff
structure to support its Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Based on this US model and
noting Australia’s definitions for the | staff,2? together with the current duties of Australian
two-star military officers at the strategic level, most of these roles are obvious; J1 - the
senior military officer in Defence People Group (DPG), J2 - Director DIO, J3 - Head
Military Strategic Commitments in VCDF Group, J4 - Commander Joint Logistics also in
VCDF Group, J6 - the senior military officer in Chief Information Officer Group and J7 -
Commander Australian Defence College (ADC) in VCDF Group. VCDF as chief of the
joint staff would be assigned the JO1 function. The designation of J5 (Plans) and J8
(Development) is more complex and will be discussed later in this paper. 30 31

The many changes in role for VCDF including in 1997, 1999, 2003, 2004, 2007 and 2015
indicate an ongoing concern for the span of responsibility of the position, with each
change seeking to adjust it. Later in the paper we discuss VCDF's role in managing current
capability and in designing the future force, in both these functions VCDF’s
responsibilities are becoming increasingly substantial. So there may be scope for VCDF to
transfer some tasks to other officers at the strategic level but also to CJOPS at the
operational level.

2.2 Operational Level

The operational level of conflict is concerned with the planning and conduct of operations
to achieve strategic-level objectives.?2 David Horner points out that there has been an
operational level of war stretching back at least to the campaigns of Alexander and Caesar,
even if it has not been so named. He notes that Macarthur commanded at the operational
level in his campaign in the South West Pacific during World War II. But Horner describes
how the term was only finally accepted in US Army doctrine in 1982 and that in 1983 the
then Chief of the General Staff (CGS), Lieutenant General Sir Phillip Bennett, directed its
introduction into Australian Army doctrine.?®* When Bennett became CDFS in early 1984
the term caught on in HQADF and the three-level approach to command formed the basis

%8 Chief of Defence Force Order of the Day, Chief of Defence Force Change of Command, 1 July 2014.

2 ADDP 00.1 Command and Control, Chapter 5, Annex A para 9, 27 May 2009.

* The only areas where the US J staff definitions differ are for J7 and J8. The US strategic J7 is designated to as Force
Development but includes training, education and doctrine (which are functions of ADC). It also includes exercises, lessons
learnt and concepts, functions which are more appropriately allocated elsewhere in the Australian context. The US strategic
J8 is designated Force Structure, Resources and Assessment, but still fulfils the joint aspects of force design and capability
development for the US military. www.jcs.mil as sighted on 28 July 2014.

= ADDP 00.1 also recognises a J9 function (Civilian Military Coordination - CIMIC), but notes CIMIC can also be part of J3
Operations. At the strategic level CIMIC is a critical operations function although the VCDF's operations staff could also draw
advice from the Australian Civil-Military Centre, which is part of VCDF Group.

%2 ADDP-D (2012), para 2.13

* Horner (2001), pp 109-11.
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for the then Brigadier John Baker’s Study into ADF Command Arrangements in 1987,
initiated by Bennett’s successor, General Peter Gration.3*

At the operational level the ADF has made significant progress in its joint approach. By
1986 existing single Service headquarters (Fleet, Field Force Command and Operational
Command) had been given joint operational functions as Maritime, Land and Air
Headquarters. And in 1987 these became joint commands reporting to CDF for operations,
while retaining their raise, train and sustain responsibilities to their Service Chiefs.35 This
arrangement was used in the first Gulf War (and in the crisis preceding it) over the period
1990-91, with the Maritime Commander commanding the deployed joint task group. In
1988 Northern Command (NORCOM) was established and the three-star position of
Commander Joint Force Australia (CJFA) was instituted. In the main CJFA was only
activated for major exercises, although Lieutenant General John Sanderson was appointed
to the position for two years in the early 1990s.36

In July 1995 General Baker was appointed CDF and later that year Exercise Kangaroo 95
revealed deficiencies in the coordination between the various operational headquarters. In
1996 joint command at the operational level took an important next step, with the
establishment of a permanent two-star Commander Australian Theatre (COMAST)
supported by HQAST and a joint intelligence centre. COMAST was effectively a two-star
CJFA with responsibility for commanding all operations including those undertaken by
the three environmental commanders and the Special Forces commander, who became his
component commanders. COMAST also had the option to command operations directly
through joint task forces (JTF) based on a Deployable Joint Force Headquarters (DJFHQ)
(drawn from HQ 1st Division), the headquarters of Commodore Flotillas (COMFLOT), HQ
NORCOM or a specifically constituted headquarters.3” But since there were no significant
operations being conducted at that time, COMAST also undertook several joint
development and sustainment tasks including developing and testing a joint concept for
his operations (entitled Decisive Manoeuvre), coordinating joint doctrine and individual
training through the ADF Warfare Centre (ADFWC) and managing major joint exercises
through the joint exercise planning staff, which had been transferred to ADFWC.38

Since that time there has been consensus within Defence that the operational level is the
domain of primacy for a joint approach; at the strategic level an integrated civilian-military
approach is needed; while the tactical level is seen by many as the principal domain of the
Services. The issues of contention have been the rank of the commander at the operational
level and the nature of the headquarters to support that commander.

The concept of a three-star operational commander was first considered in the late 1980s
with the establishment of a CJFA for exercises. But through the period from the late 1980s
and until the end of the 1990s, the commander of the operations conducted during the
period was at the two-star level. For the subset of operations during that period which

3 Report of the Study into ADF Command Arrangements, BRIG J.S. Baker, Mar 1988 (an abridged version of the original
report prepared in Nov 1987).

% Baker (1988), Chapter 2, The Present Situation.

% Horner (2007), pp 152-53.

" Horner (2001), pp 142-47.

% Horner (2001), pp 124-8.
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involved principally the projection of land forces overseas, military historian Bob Breen
has noted that, while deemed successful, there were still weaknesses in command and
control.? After the most significant of these operations, the deployment to East Timor in
1999, Defence reviewed its approach to command and control of operations.# The initial
impact in 2003 was that a three-star officer (VCDF) was inserted into the operational chain
at the strategic level, while in 2004 Joint Operations Command was established with VCDF
performing the dual roles of ‘strategic chief of staff’ to CDF and operational commander as
CJOPS. But it was only in 2007 that Defence was finally able to fully implement the twenty
year old CJFA concept with the establishment of a separate three-star CJOPS.

The first proposal for change in headquarters structure also originated in the late 1980s
through Baker’s study of ADF command. He recommended that “subject to further cost
benefit analysis, the collocation of the existing joint force headquarters should be accepted
as a mid-term objective”.#t The CDF at the time, General Gration, accepted this
recommendation, noting in 1992 that Defence was contemplating the collocation of the
joint headquarters “later in the decade” .42 After a number of reviews the decision to build
a collocated headquarters at Bungendore was announced in 2004. But the structure of this
new HQJOC was not resolved until a review by Major General Richard Wilson in 2005.
This review resulted in a move from the then current component-based model to an
integrated model where CJOPS commanded all operations directly through joint task
forces, rather than having an option of using the component method.# To accommodate
this approach, HQJOC was designed as a smaller, integrated headquarters without
environmental components. As a result the three environmental commanders once again
became single Service commanders retaining their responsibility for raise, train and
sustain functions to their Service Chiefs and remaining in their separate headquarters in
Sydney. This new structure for HQJOC has assisted CJOPS to command a range of
operations in Australia’s region and beyond since 2008.

The joint approach to operations is now so well accepted that Australian Defence doctrine
states that operations are “inherently joint”.4 But it is also important to remember that this
was not always the case, and has been the result of nearly thirty years of thinking and
experience since the Service Chiefs were removed from the operational chain of command
with the establishment in the mid-1980s of joint functional commands at the operational
level, reporting directly to CDF for the conduct of operations.4

This approach has also seen the development of an ADF joint culture in relation to
operations. In 2004 Australian Defence Doctrine Publication (ADDP) - D4 Joint Warfighting
stated that to fight effectively as a joint force the ADF needed to understand its own

% Australian Military Force Projection in the late 1980s and the 1990s: What Happened and Why, Bob Breen, PhD Thesis
ANU, 2006, p v.

0 struggling for Self Reliance, Four case studies of Australian Force projection in the late 1980s and the 1990s, Bob Breen,
Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Canberra papers on Defence No 171, 2008, p 155.

“1 Baker (1988), para 1023.

“2 General Peter Gration, “the ADF-Today and Tomorrow' CDF Address to USI of Canberra, 2 December, 1992; quoted in
Horner (2001), p 121.

3 Strengthening ADF Higher Command and Control through Scrutiny, Forecasting and Audit, Brian Hanlon and Richard
Davis, Australian Defence Force Journal, No. 176, 2008, pp 12-33.

¢ ADDP 3.0 Campaigns and Operations para 1-13, Ed 2, 12 July 2012.

45 JSP (AS) 1 (A) Joint Operations Doctrine (27 June 1979) Chapter 4 described the categories of operations at that time as
either Single Service (commander reporting to a Service Chief), Joint Force Operations (commander reporting directly to
CDFS) or Other Joint Operations conducted under the authority of CDFS by a commander reporting through a Service Chief.
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culture and have a joint warfighting ethos.# In 2007 a Defence Science and Technology
Organisation (DSTO) study involving interviews with ADF personnel recently returned
from operations noted that “interviewees demonstrated an appreciation of jointness
concepts and a willingness to promote it in order to get the job done”.#” ADF culture is
discussed in the 2007 ADDP 00.6 Leadership* and in Major General Craig Orme’s 2011
study Beyond Compliance: Professional, Trust and Capability in the Australian Profession of
Arms.# The DSTO study also noted that “a consistent view was that prior joint experience
is the most enabling factor for working effectively in joint operations”®. The continuing
operations since that time, together with the establishment of the new HQJOC
commanded by a fulltime three star officer, have provided just that opportunity in the last
few years.

If a reduction in operational tempo does become a more permanent situation, there may be
some temptation to revert to earlier peacetime arrangements, disestablishing the separate
three-star position of CJOPS and returning that function to VCDF. There are several good
reasons not to do this.

Firstly, the current strategic environment is uncertain with a range of possible operations
that could emerge, including returning to theatres from which we have only recently
withdrawn (as happened several times in the last decade). Maintaining an effective
HQJOC with its three-star commander represents a prudent preparedness measure,
particularly addressing the need for regular testing of the preparedness of the joint force,
including HQ and joint capabilities. As Baker stated in his 1980s review, “The primary
determinant of the ADF command structure and arrangements is the suitability for
conflict”.5

Secondly, White Paper 2013 directed Defence to gather and apply the lessons (including
joint lessons) from recent conflicts,52 including (one would hope) future access to some
technologies currently only used by the US in recent operations. Defence has recently
announced an initiative to “improve whole-of-Defence capability through lessons
learned” .53 HQ JOC under three-star command would be the appropriate organisation to
deal with joint lessons within this Defence framework, just as the Services are appropriate
to do so for lessons relevant to them.

A third reason relates to White Paper 2013’s direction for an increase in engagement
within our region> - the location of many recent operations and likely to be so in the

4 ADDP-D.4 Joint Warfighting, June 2003 (draft unsigned), para 3.40. We have been unable to locate a signed copy of
ADDP D.4, but it is referenced in Defence documents over the period 2002-07. In June 2006 a meeting of VCDF's Joint
Doctrine Steering Group (JDSG) was told “ADDP-D.4-Joint Warfighting (was) being merged with ADDP 3.0-Operations and
(would) be formally withdrawn once ADDP 3.0 (was) published” (JDSG Minutes 4 Jul 2006 para 15).The first edition of ADDP
3.0 was published in 2008.

" The Transition from Network-Centric Warfare to Networker-Centric Warfare: Outcomes of the Human Dimension of Future
Warfighting Task, DSTO-CR-2007-0311, Irena Ali, Derek Bopping, Dennis Hart, Celina Pascoe and Leoni Warne, June
2007,,para 3.4.5.

“8 ADDP 00.6, Leadership, 22 March 2007,

“9 Beyond Compliance: Professional, Trust and Capability in the Australian Profession of Arms, Report of the Australian
Defence Force Personal Conduct Review, 2011, Major General C.W. Orme

% Alj et al (2007), para 3.4.5.

*! Baker (1988), para 301.

*2 Defence White Paper 2013, para 4.3.

%3 Release of Joint Directive 20/2014: Establishment of a Defence Lessons Program, DEFGRAM 89/2015, 3 March 2015.

% Defence White Paper 2013, para 4.4.
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future. A joint approach to the ADF’s regional engagement, with a focus on understanding
and influencing our region, would be the most effective method of ensuring a coordinated,
operationally focussed outcome and the most efficient in times of limited resources.

And fourthly, with VCDF gaining additional joint responsibilities at the strategic level,
there is an opportunity for the well-developed joint organisation that is HQ JOC to take on
some of these tasks related to management of the current force and, possibly, in relation to
development of the future force, similar to the way in which COMAST and his
headquarters did so in the late 1990s.

So the decision of the FPR to retain CJOPS as a three-star position is a positive outcome.
The most obvious additional joint tasks to be given to CJOPS would be those assigned to
VCDF associated with the management of the current force, so this issue will be discussed
under that section later in the paper.

A final recent development in ADF operations has been greater involvement of civilians,
both from Defence’s integrated workforce and from other Government and non-
Government agencies, as well as from industry.> Management of civilians assigned to
operations and coordination with other agencies occurs at the strategic and operational
level but also at the tactical level.

2.3 Tactical Level

The tactical level of conflict involves the planning and conduct of battles and
engagements.5* Many actions at the tactical level, particularly in less intense forms of
conflict, can be conducted by units of one Service, operating relatively independently of
the others. But equally many also involve close cooperation between the Services. Since
World War II the Services have developed and maintained good joint cooperation in a
number of tactical level functions. These arrangements began as three sets of bilateral
relationships before merging into a more unified framework as joint operational command
structures matured.

2.3.1 Naval-Land Cooperation

Navies have transported armies into battle since ancient Egyptian times.>” The cooperation
between the Royal Australian Navy (RAN) and the Australian Army began with the
national operation to secure German New Guinea in late 1914. Australian forces
participated in allied naval-military operations at Gallipoli in 1915 and in the South West
Pacific in World War II. At the tactical level, this cooperation has centred principally on
transport and naval gunfire support (NGS).

In relation to transport, the former aircraft carrier HMAS Sydney led the RAN's efforts to
transport heavy equipment and stores to and from Vietnam. Then in the early 1970s the

> ADDP 00.9 Multiagency Coordination, Defence’s Contribution to Australian Government Responses, 19 August 2013.
% ADDP-D (2012), para 2.14.
5 Ancient Egyptian Sea Power and the Origin of Maritime Forces, Gregory P. Gilbert, Sea Power Study Centre, 2008.
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RAN acquired a modest amphibious capability, procuring six heavy landing craft. In 1981
the amphibious heavy lift ship HMAS Tobruk entered service and around the same time
the Army’s 6th Brigade in Enoggera was given an objective to develop a capability for
operating with these amphibious vessels.

HMAS Tobruk deployed to Somalia in 1993 and to Bougainville in 1994. Greater priority
for regional and peace-keeping activities led in 1994 to the decision to procure two
additional amphibious landing ships, HMAS Manoora and Kanimbla. However the
priority for these vessels was still not as high as for capabilities used in defence of
Australia, so the ships procured were second hand ex-United States Navy vessels. The
ships were in poorer condition than expected and so did not come into service until 2000.
As a result only HMAS Tobruk was available for the East Timor operation in 1999, and so
in May of that year the RAN leased a large catamaran HMAS Jervis Bay for a two year
period.>

The 2000 White Paper gave greater priority to regional operations. So it announced a more
substantial amphibious capability which has resulted in the procurement of two large and
capable amphibious ships, HMAS Canberra and HMAS Adelaide, the former entering
service in 2014 and the latter in 2015. In 2011 the landing ship dock (HMAS Choules) was
procured at short notice to allow for the decommissioning of HMAS Manoora and HMAS
Kanimbla in the same year.®® Based on this fleet of three very capable ships the ADF is
now developing a more substantial amphibious capability, with the Army assigning 2nd
Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment (2 RAR) in Townsville as its specialist amphibious
battalion.

The RAN’s NGS capability received a significant enhancement in the 1960s with the
procurement of three guided missile destroyers, each with two automatic 5 inch guns. All
three engaged in NGS operations in Vietnam and since then NGS has been the subject of
regular exercises.’! The RAN continues to maintain a significant NGS capability; both the
in-service ANZAC class frigates and the new Air Warfare Destroyers having a similar 5
inch gun.

In the 1990s the Army made a small contribution to air defence of the RAN’s amphibious
and support ships deploying to the Gulf, with RBS-70 missile systems and detachments
operating on these ships.

2.3.2 Land-Air Cooperation

For the Australian Army and the RAAF, World War II demonstrated the importance of air
control, airborne fire support and aerial reconnaissance to the success of operations on
land. As well, in operations in the jungles of South East Asia and the South West Pacific,
air transport played a key role in supporting land manoeuvre. These activities were
regularly exercised and implemented in Vietnam, including the greater use of helicopters

%8 The Army in the 1980s, Lieutenant General Phillip Bennett, Chief of the General Staff, August 1982, p 9.

% Horner (2001), p 174.

€ http://www.navy.gov.au/fleet/ships-boats-craft, as sighted on 27 November 2013.

% One of the authors participated in one such exercise of joint offensive support (including NGS) in Exercise Tasman Link at
Shoalwater Bay in 1986. A similar joint and combined exercise was held as part of Talisman Sabre in 2013.
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for air transport.®? In relation to air control, Army provided and continues to provide
assistance to the RAAF in the battle for air control through its ground based air defence
capability.

By the end of the 1970s procedures for all these activities were enshrined in joint
doctrine.®® As well, an effective joint liaison system had been established with RAAF air
liaison officers (ALO) attached to divisional and brigade headquarters, Army ground
liaison officers (GLO) at Air Headquarters and RAAF's group headquarters, and Army air
defence personnel incorporated into the RAAF’s air defence system.

RAAF airborne fire support has been provided to the Army using its jet fighter aircraft
from the Sabre through to the F/ A 18. In relation to aerial reconnaissance of the land, the
RAAF has provided a capability initially through Canberra bombers and subsequently
through the RF-111 and F/A 18s. A recent innovation, during conflict in the Middle East
over the last decade, has been the use of the AP-3C Orion maritime patrol aircraft, in an
over-land Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance role in support of operations on
land. ¢4

In the 1980s the Army’s 3rd Brigade in Townsville became the combat component of the
Operational Deployment Force (ODF) and was required to be air-portable in RAAF’s
tactical transport aircraft and medium lift helicopters.t> At the same time the RAAF and
the 1st Brigade in Sydney began developing an airborne (parachute) capability based on
3RAR, deployed and supported by RAAF C-130 aircraft also based in Sydney. This
capability remains today although the Army’s parachute capability has been transferred to
Special Forces.

In relation to helicopters, the Government decided in 1986 that the Army would operate
the new Black Hawk ‘battlefield” helicopters instead of the RAAF¢ and in 1989 it was
decided to withdraw the RAAF’'s medium lift Chinook helicopters from service.¢” In the
early 1990s four of these aircraft were re-introduced into service (but with the Army).8

The major change since that has been the procurement of the C17 Globemaster capability,
which has greatly enhanced the RAAF’s ability to deploy Army assets by air, particularly
heavier ones. Another change has been in an increased focus to the provision of joint fire
support to the Army, which is now encapsulated in the term ‘joint fires’.¢® This latter
change has grown out of recent operational experience, but also from developments in

%2 Australian Land-Air Coordination during World War II, Korea and Vietnam is summarised in the 1995 Proceedings of the
Australian History Conference, From Past to Future — The Australian Experience of Land/Air Operations, Jeffery Grey and
Peter Dennis (ed), Department of History, University College, Australian Defence Force Academy.

% The joint procedural manual JSP (AS) 8 on command and control, produced in the mid-seventies, lists four other
procedural manuals in the family of JSP publications; three relate to these functions and were entitled offensive support, air
defence and air transport. The fourth was entitled joint tactical communications.

& Mission complete on wings of a dream aircraft, Bryan Littley, Adelaide Advertiser, 29 November 2012
http://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/orion-crews-end-10-year-middle-east-mission-with-last-plane-touching-down-at-
edinburgh-raaf-base/story-e6freabu-1226526827264?nk=27d37df59d6e0f7b23ecf986f19aaf38, sighted 23 Feb 2015.

% Bennett (1982), p10.

% Horner (2001), p 53.

" RAAF Museum:http://www.airforce.gov.au/raafmuseum/research/aircraft/series3/A15.htm, sighted 16 Apr 2014.

% Horner (2001), p 92.

% |n November 2009 the ADF doctrine publications, ADDP 3.1 and ADFP 3.1.1, were re-issued under new titles, Joint Fire
Support and Joint Fire Support Procedures. Both acknowledge in their forewords that ‘joint fires’ is a more commonly used
term in the ADF than ‘offensive support’, the term used in the 2004 editions of the documents.

UNCLASSIFIED
11


http://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/orion-crews-end-10-year-middle-east-mission-with-last-plane-touching-down-at-edinburgh-raaf-base/story-e6frea6u-1226526827264?nk=27d37df59d6e0f7b23ecf986f19aaf38
http://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/orion-crews-end-10-year-middle-east-mission-with-last-plane-touching-down-at-edinburgh-raaf-base/story-e6frea6u-1226526827264?nk=27d37df59d6e0f7b23ecf986f19aaf38
http://www.airforce.gov.au/raafmuseum/research/aircraft/series3/A15.htm

UNCLASSIFIED
DST-Group-TR-3200

information and communications technology (ICT), encapsulated in Network Centric
Warfare (NCW) developments within the ADF. But of course, ‘joint fires’ is a modern
development of the older ADF term “offensive support” both of which apply to not only to
fire support to the Army from the RAAF, but also to RAN support to Army through NGS
procedures and to Air Force support to Navy.

2.3.3 Naval-Air Cooperation

The first major post-war joint enterprise for the RAN and RAAF was under-sea (anti-
submarine) warfare, with the RAAF contributing long-range maritime patrol aircraft to the
anti-submarine battle. In 1951 the RAAF took delivery of new P2V Neptune maritime
patrol aircraft and in the same year the joint anti-submarine school (AJASS) was
established.”0 By the end of the 1970s, no doubt influenced by the Kangaroo exercises held
during that decade, the RAN and RAAF developed a comprehensive approach to “joint
maritime operations’. The 1979 edition of JSP (AS)1(A), Joint Operations Doctrine, noted
joint maritime operations could include: surveillance and reconnaissance; offensive
operations (including maritime strike, anti-submarine warfare and mining); defensive
operations (including air defence, protection against surface and sub-surface attack,
control of shipping and mining); and amphibious operations.” The procedures associated
with the doctrine for these operations were developed, practiced and refined jointly by the
RAN and RAAF throughout the 1970s and into the 1980s.72 A key RAAF contributor to this
joint cooperation has been the AP-3C Orion maritime surveillance aircraft, which entered
service in the 1960s and was upgraded in the early 2000s. Beginning in 2017, the AP-3C
Orion is due to be replaced by a combination of the P-8A Poseidon” and, subject to
successful completion of the United States development program, the MQ-4C Triton
unmanned aerial system.7*

In 1983 the next major change occurred with the decision of the Government not to replace
the aircraft carrier HMAS Melbourne. As a result the RAAF was required to provide
greater air support for the fleet for both air defence and maritime strike missions. This
change introduced the need for a great level of cooperation between the RAN and RAAF
in the maritime environment. A significant innovation was to use the F111 to provide a
limited, but long range air defence for the fleet.”> The F/ A 18 multi-role fighter introduced
into the RAAF in the late 1980s also provided a shorter range capability for these tasks. But
it became more effective with the later procurement of air-to-air refuelling and airborne
early warning aircraft.

© RAAF Museum: http://www.airforce.gov.au/raafmuseum/research/aircraft/series2/A89.htm, sighted on 22 Nov 13.

™ JSP (AS)1(A), Joint Operations Doctrine, June 1979 and its first amendment in October 1981, Chapter 18, Joint Maritime
Operations. The 1981 version notes that the more detailed procedural publication on Joint Maritime Operations had been
issued as AJTP 01(B).

2 Interview with AVM Kym Osley, 23 January 2014,

" p-8A Poseidon, http://www.airforce.gov.au/Boeing-P8-A-Poseidon/?RAAF-Z4PUOpPGXH/eLtWmc6axYI9xYycb+rkng,
sighted on 1 Sep 15

™ Triton Acquisition Announced, AFHQ, 17 March 2014, http://www.airforce.gov.au/News/Triton-acquisition-
announced/?RAAF-cni9s6k6kBwOBL5bjzDBZNyZUbTFvoUE, sighted on 1 Sep 15

™ Osley, 2014
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In the late 1960s the RAN increased its ability to contribute to the maritime air battle with
the introduction of its three guided missile destroyers. These were withdrawn from service
between 1999 and 2001, with plans for a new capability only being approved in the 2000
White Paper. These new air warfare destroyers will again allow longer range air defence
for ships but also for “land forces and infrastructure in coastal areas.” 76

The anti-submarine joint battle remains a bilateral activity between the RAN and RAAF.
But the use of multi-role RAAF aircraft to contribute to other joint maritime operations is
complicated by the possibility that these aircraft could also be required to support Army
units or undertake independent air defence, strike or interdiction missions. This issue is
principally an operational level problem, which Baker gave considerable thought to in his
command study,”” and which is essentially solved by the existence of a three-star CJOPS,
able to make operational judgements about the relative priorities for use of scare air assets.

2.3.4 A Unified Joint Approach

Up until 1996 the joint command structure of three environmental joint commands
essentially restricted joint coordination to the three bilateral relationships discussed above.
But we can see some common themes in these relationships which continue today. The
first common theme is that joint cooperation at the tactical level involves the combat
capabilities of one Service being applied to the environment of another Service to enable
the achievement of the desired effect in that environment; examples include air defence
and strike. The second theme is that joint tactical cooperation involves provision of one
Service’s capability (for example joint fires and transport) to enable another Service to
better achieve an effect in its environment. The third theme is that joint tactical cooperation
can involve the innovative use of capabilities to undertake joint missions not foreseen
when the systems were acquired (for example F111 and RBS 70 for fleet air defence and
P3C Orion in land surveillance).

From 1996, with the formation of COMAST, all three bilateral relationships were brought
together at the operational level, which then allowed for easier consideration of fully joint
cooperation (i.e. from all three Services) at the tactical level. This was further enhanced by
the establishment of the three-star CJOPS position with an integrated headquarters.

The continuing advances in ICT have led to an increasingly joint approach to surveillance
and other information capabilities. As well, the small numbers of critical specialists in
enabling functions across the three Services has led to an increasing number of enabling
capabilities being deployed as joint tactical units. In Australia’s recent operations this joint
approach was reflected in the employment of joint units associated with fire support,
unmanned vehicles, counter improvised explosive devices (CIED), intelligence,
communications, logistics, movements and other administrative functions.”s

The littoral nature of our strategic environment, the continuing impact of improved
computing power and communications on operations and the continuing need for

"® http://www.navy.gov.au/fleet/ships-boats-craft/awd as sighted on 5 December 2013.
" Baker (1988), Chapters 4 and 8.
"8 Afghanistan Fact Sheet, Australian Department of Defence, website as sighted on 19 Nov 2013.
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efficiencies, all suggest that joint operation and coordination of more tactical military
capabilities, particularly emerging ones, is likely to be a preferred approach in the future.
The Australian Army’s recent Land Warfare Report 2014 discusses these themes in its
consideration of the greater importance of jointery (among other things) for land forces
operating in a future operating environment that is ‘connected, collective and
constrained’.” The peacetime joint management (known as capability coordination) of an
increasing range of joint tactical capabilities also reflects this trend, with the amphibious
capability the most substantial among them.8® The next section discusses the joint
developments in managing the current force.

Planning and Conduct of Operations
Observations

Establishing joint command for operations has been central to Australia’s joint endeavour:

- CDF now has integrated military - civilian advice and support, coordinated by a joint staff.

- CJOPS and JTF commanders are supported by joint headquarters and joint staff.

At the strategic level VCDF's role was changed reqularly during the period 1997-2015
reflecting an ongoing concern for the span of responsibility of the position.

At the operational level it took 20 years to fully realise the 1980s concept of a three-star
operational commander, with the establishment of a separate CJOPS in 2007.

At the tactical level the Services contribute relevant combat and enabling capabilities to ensure
the best achievement of the required joint effects in the operating environments of the other
Services. Often that contribution has involved innovative use of these capabilities.

An increasing number of enabling capabilities are being deployed as joint units.

Operations are now ‘inherently joint” and the ADF is developing a joint operational culture.
There have been an increasing number of civilians, from Defence, other agencies and industry,
involved at all three levels of conflict.

Future Directions

Current de-facto strategic joint staff arrangements should be formalised and report to VCDF.
CJOPS should remain at the three-star level, irrespective of the level of operational tempo.
Joint operation and coordination of more tactical military capabilities, particularly emerging
ones, is likely to be a preferred approach in the future.

Should the level of operational tempo allow, CJOPS could take on additional joint
responsibilities for management of the current force to ensure VCDF is not overloaded.

™ Future Land Warfare Report 2014, Modernisation and Strategic Planning Division - Australian Army Headquarters, April
2014, pp 11-18.
% Thirteen joint and enabling capabilities are listed in paras 8.12 — 8.43 of Defence White Paper 2013.
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3. Managing the Current Force

As with the tactical level of conflict, the Services have always had (and continue to have) a
key role in managing of the current force. As joint arrangements for operations have
developed in Western militaries, this role of the Services has been summarised as the
responsibility to ‘raise, train and sustain’ forces in preparation for and during operations.
In Australia, the 1997 DRP centralised many functions supporting these responsibilities
into joint or integrated enabling programs. So the Service Chiefs were designated as
‘Capability Managers’ to prepare and sustain their forces, not only using the resources
directly under their control, but also through influencing the enabling programs, now
known as Groups.

But joint approaches to some of these functions began a lot earlier than this. Since the end
of World War II significant Australian efforts at a joint approach have developed
principally in military enabling functions such as training, doctrine and preparedness. For
individual training this began with the establishment of the School of Land Air Warfare in
1947 and culminated in 2012 with the Commander ADC being given responsibility for all
joint and Defence civilian education and training.®! In the early 1970s, the move towards
self-reliant Defence of Austral